Introduction
In times of rapid changes in the environment of organizations such as those posed by the global economy, the increasing pace of technological development, and fierce competition, leaders in organizations face extraordinary challenges. In order to support leaders in coping effectively with these challenges, organizations are committed to invest in education and training to develop managers' competencies (Conger & Benjamin, 1999; Day, 2007) . Accordingly, the need for empirical evidence on the effectiveness of leadership development has increased radically during the past decades (Collins & Holton, 2004; Day, 2001) . Meta-analytic results show that leadership development programs produce positive outcomes with effect sizes ranging from 0.35 to 1.37 (e.g., Burke & Day, 1986; Collins & Holton, 2004) . Although these results are encouraging, current research on leadership development still faces several limitations:
First, the majority of evaluated leadership development programs focus on one or two specific leadership tasks or fields of activity, for example communication methods such as discussing performance problems constructively, motivation, getting employees involved in problem solving etc. (Taylor, Russ-Eft, & Taylor, 2009 ). Due to the increased complexity of leadership duties and responsibilities, this narrow exploration of leadership development hardly meets organizations' needs of leader competencies (Collins, Lowe, & Arnett, 2000; Küpers & Weibler, 2008) . Although during the past 25 years leadership research has mainly focused on complex leadership behaviors such as the transformational leadership style (Bass, 1985) , virtually no complex leadership training evaluation studies exist (Collins & Holton, 2004; Taylor et al., 2009) .
Second, complex and long-term leadership development programs are only randomly described and almost never evaluated empirically. Specifically the length of leadership development programs with a pretest-posttest design varies from one day to two weeks (Collins & Holton, 2004; Taylor et al., 2009) . Not surprisingly, due to high costs and the efforts involved for organizations, most of the research on transformational leadership was conducted with only short-term interventions (Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996; Kelloway, Barling, & Helleur, 2000; Frese, Beimel, & Schoenborn, 2003) . Moreover, because of the absence of empirical data, it remains unclear how long the effects of leadership development would last. Up to date, evaluations detect changes only after a day or after six months. Therefore, also Barling et al. (1996) call for investigations on whether the benefits are maintained over a longer period of time.
Third, utilization and examination of development methods, which are highly conducive to the transfer of learned contents, often remain unconsidered in the existing research. Specifically, the effect of peer coaching and feedback interventions has only rarely been examined (Collins & Holton, 2004) .
Fourth, for the purpose of evaluating the effects of leadership development programs, many different criteria have been used such as knowledge outcomes, expertise outcomes etc. (Taylor et al., 2009) . However, to date, relatively little effort has been spent on examining organizationally relevant outcomes (Collins & Holton, 2004) . In their meta-analysis, Collins & Holton (2004) reported that less than 10% of studies were focused on the organizational level. Thus, the relationship between, for example, corporate performance and individual leadership development still lacks significant empirical support (Avolio, Avey, & Quisenberry, 2010) . Moreover, specific organizational criteria, which are crucial for organizational performance in times of rapid changes (e.g., Innovation Implementation Behavior, Organizational Citizenship Behavior etc.), have only been the subject of cursory research.
Study goals
The present study aims at addressing the aforementioned gaps in the existing literature. More specifically, a leader development intervention was designed and evaluated that aimed at 1. addressing the complex challenges facing today's leaders by using all facets of transformational leadership as the main content, 2. evaluating the long-term effectiveness of a leadership development intervention (12 months), 3. fostering the transfer of contents by combining methods like group-based training, feedback, and peer coaching intervention, and 4. extending our knowledge of actual organizationally relevant outcome criteria by investigating leaders' performance and Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) of followers.
Developing transformational leadership
Among the leadership theories in organizational research, transformational leadership, originally developed by Bass (1985) , has captured scholars' interest over the past two decades (Judge, Woolf, Hurst, & Livingston, 2006) . Several meta-analyses suggest that transformational leadership represents a set of highly effective leadership behaviors (Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002) , especially in challenging times of continuous change (Fuller, Patterson, Hester, & Stringer, 1996; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996) . The effectiveness of transformational leadership has been confirmed across cultures (Rowold & Rohmann, 2008; Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 2005) and within a broad range of organizations . By transforming employees' selfinterests into a shared vision of the group, transformational leaders stir their employees to performance beyond expectations (Bass, 1985) . Thus, true transformational leadership requires employee empowerment -not employee dependence. Dimensions of transformational leadership behavior are typically measured by the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 2000) . These dimensions are defined as (a) Idealized Influence (the leader is viewed as a respected role model, is authentic, trustworthy and highly credible), (b) Inspirational Motivation (the leader provides meaning by communicating a shared vision and simplifying complex ideas and problems), (c) Individualized Consideration (the leader treats followers differently, but equitably on a one-to-one basis and develops people to higher levels of potential), and (d) Intellectual Stimulation (the leader encourages followers to question their old way of doing things and work procedures or to break with the past for the good of the future). Empirical research largely supports the effectiveness of transformational leadership. For example, numerous studies showed that transformational leadership is positively related to followers' attitudes such as job satisfaction (DeGroot, Kiker, & Cross, 2000; Judge & Piccolo, 2004) , organizational commitment (Lowe et al., 1996; Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004; Bono & Judge, 2003; Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002; Walumbwa & Lawler, 2003) , and trust in the leader (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996) . Also, research results show that transformational leadership style is positively correlated with perceived leadership effort (Yammarino, Spangler, & Bass, 1993) , team effort (Howell & Frost, 1989) , innovation behavior (Howell & Avolio, 1993) , and financial performance (Barling et al., 1996) .
Due to the confirmed leadership style's effectiveness, the existence of transformational leaders is seen as an economic benefit for companies. This is why researchers and organizational managers are increasingly interested in training and developing transformational leadership. Addressing the developmental needs of today's leaders facing a challenging and continuously changing environment, the development of transformational leadership behavior is seen as highly beneficial, exceeding the results of classic managerial development programs. There exist few summative evaluations of transformational leadership development programs (Collins & Holton, 2004) . Besides single evaluations of group-based transformational leadership training within a military context (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002) and with student samples (Towler, 2003) , there are rare evaluations of the effects of transformational leadership training within civilian contexts (Barling et al., 1996; Frese et al., 2003) . In their remarkable study, Barling et al. (1996) assessed the effects of transformational leadership training in a pretest-posttest control-group design on 20 bank branch managers in Canada. They used subordinates' perception of leadership behavior, subordinates' organizational commitment, and subordinates' financial performance as outcome criteria to assess the effectiveness of training in transformational leadership. The focus of the training intervention was mainly on Intellectual Stimulation and, to a smaller degree, on Individualized Consideration behaviors, as charismatic behaviors (such as Idealized Influence and Inspirational Motivation) are more difficult to change. Results showed that transformational leadership behavior can be improved by group-based training, and moreover, that training transformational leadership results in increased organizational commitment and financial performance. These results were confirmed by the work of Kelloway, Barling, and Helleur (2000) , who used the same training intervention. Two studies reported by Frese (2003) focused on the enforcement of visionary communication by a group-based training intervention in two German samples. Findings of the studies suggest that, as expected, the training was successful in that leaders displayed improvements in the trained variables. Even though these studies provide encouraging confirmation that transformational leadership can be trained, their results are limited by the fact that they only examine one facet of transformational leadership behavior and therefore do not allow conclusions to be drawn on the training effects taking into account all transformational dimensions.
Moreover, leadership development literature is limited by its short-term time frame. That is, in the majority of cases, research designs regarding transformational leadership development detect changes after a day or after six months. In contrast, practitioners often expect effects to last for one year or longer. This is a problem because without empirical data, it remains unclear how strongly the effects of leadership training would vary in time. The present work addresses the lack of longitudinal stu-dies. To the authors' knowledge, it is the first evaluation of transformational leadership development investigating effects after twelve months and nine months, respectively.
Another critical issue in training and development literature is the transfer of learned content from development programs to the workplace. The effects of different constructs on training transfer have been identified through prior research. Empirical research supported the notion that transfer is dependent on a variety of trainee characteristics, work environment variables, and features of training design such as learning goals, content relevance, and practice with feedback (Taylor et al., 2009; Burke & Hutchins, 2007) . Bass (1990) initially recommended individual feedback processes via personal coaching additional to group based training to foster the transfer of contents of transformational leadership development programs. Individual feedback processes focus on the individual accommodation of a specific behavior that is effective in the actual situation of the participant. Although this individual feedback process via personal coaching in addition to group based training was already evaluated within the research design of Barling et al. (1996) , its incremental use for the effectiveness of training remained in question. Consequently, Kelloway et al. (2000) assessed the unique effects of personal coaching and of leadership group based training on subordinates' perceptions of transformational leadership. Results suggest that group based training and personal coaching may be interchangeable to some extent, as the combination of both methods did not lead to higher ratings of transformational leadership than either intervention alone. In view of the high expense of individual coaching, it is important to consider other forms of feedback processes via coaching such as Peer-based Team Coaching (PTC) (Rowold & Schley, 1998; . Individual coaching refers to the counseling of one manager by an external coach in the workplace, whereas in Peer-based Team Coaching, members of a group (i.e., leaders) coach each other by using a formal methodology. This method offers several perspectives and experiences to the leaders, as group members provide insights and help each other. There is initial evidence that PTC leads to increased transfer of learned content after training. Findings of a study designed by that evaluated a general management development program which included PTC showed that supervisors perceive a marginally significant improvement of transformational leadership behavior and management performance after training.
PTC has been chosen as a method for the present leadership development program, as it reflects transformational leadership behavior in its methodology and in its philosophy. First, the method of PTC makes use of the different perspectives of leaders and supports creative thinking. This is evocative of Intellectual Stimulation, as transformational leaders view problems from different perspectives and stimulate the creativity of their followers. Second, the philosophy of PTC emphasizes an optimistic and encouraging future orientation. This facet is reminiscent of the leadership styles Inspirational Motivation and Idealized Influence, as both place much emphasis on optimistic visions of the future. Finally, PTC starts an open process of personal development by focusing on continual learning to bring out the best in the participant. This is in line with the principles of Individualized Consideration and its focus on development of followers. Since PTC has a strong fit to the contents of transformational leadership and offers the leaders the possibility to transfer training contents on their individual leadership situation by sharing their knowledge and reflecting each other's situation, PTC was selected as an additional method in the current study. This development program has the additional advantage of operating on different learning levels. Following the evaluation criteria of Kirkpatrick (1976) , we expect to change behavior as well as results. Thus, this study is the first piece of research combining group based training and Peer-based Team Coaching to develop transformational leadership, and testing the probable effects on different levels.
Thus, the present study addresses the aforementioned gaps in the existing literature by evaluating a development intervention that contains all aspects of transformational leadership. Moreover, combining different methods, the long-term intervention is evaluated after 3, 6, 9, and 12 months. Given the empirical results provided above and following discussions with the personnel department of the organization where the leadership development program was done, these four points in time were found to be most suitable and feasible for the purposes of the present study. Based on the grounded assumption that transformational behaviors can be learned (Bass, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 1992) , and the above mentioned initial findings of transformational leadership development, we therefore hypothesize: H1: The long-term transformational leadership development program significantly increases subordinates' perception of participants' transformational leadership behavior three, six, nine, and twelve months after the first development intervention.
In terms of Kirkpatrick's (1976) taxonomy of evaluation criteria, this hypothesis evaluates the development program on the level of behavior (i.e., Level III).
Additional outcome criteria of transformational leadership development
In addition to subordinates' perception of transformational leadership behavior, we investigated two supplemental evaluation criteria of the development intervention: Performance ratings by participants' supervisors and subordinates Organizational Citizenship Behavior.
Performance ratings by supervisor Judge and Bono (2000) stated that it would be useful to know whether transformational leadership behaviors result in supervisors evaluating the leader as more effective, since these superiors are largely responsible for the development and promotion of their subordinates. Thus, those leaders who enact transformational behaviors early on will be promoted to broader leadership positions only if their superiors see them as effective. Thus, performance ratings by supervisors are also an important indicator of the success of a leadership development intervention. The majority of studies investigating transformational leadership used effectiveness scales embedded in the MLQ 5X Short (Bass & Avolio, 2000) to evaluate the performance of the leader. However, several meta-analyses (Fuller et al., 1996; Lowe et al., 1996) questioned the appropriateness of this effectiveness criterion measure. Fuller et al. (1996) found meaningful correlations between the transformational scale Idealized Influence and overall performance of the leader. This relationship was sig-nificantly smaller when performance was measured with multi-source designs, indicating that the operationalization of the criterion variable is a powerful moderator (Fuller et al., 1996) . In regard to these findings, the consideration of different measurements of leaders' performance appears to be important. Supporting this assumption, Waldman, Bass, and Einstein (1987) obtained performance appraisals using 13 ratings of the company's Management by Objectives program. A single index of performance was created by combining the overall performance ratings. Results of the study indicate that only aspects of transformational leadership were related to performance appraisal scores, whereas transactional leadership did not show a relationship to performance appraisals. Judge and Bono (2000) measured leaders' effectiveness with five items completed by the leaders' immediate supervisors and found positive correlations with transformational leadership. A study provided by investigated leaders' managerial performance with a subjective performance scale that was developed on the basis of Conway's (1999) four factors of management performance: technical-administrative task performance such as being a good planner, leadership task performance such as motivating followers, job dedication such as being motivated even when difficulties appear, and interpersonal facilitation such as being sensitive with others. Conway (1999) identified these performance categories as relevant task performances and context performances (extra-role performance) for managerial jobs. Supervisors' ratings of leaders' managerial performance improved marginally after leaders underwent a management program.
In summary, these findings suggest that transformational leadership is positively associated with supervisors' performance appraisals. Furthermore, it is recommended to utilize effectiveness measures other than the effectiveness scales embedded in the MLQ. Thus, the present study makes use of scales measuring Conway's managerial performance to evaluate if transformational leadership development has positive effects on a broad and conservative success criterion of leaders, as measured from their supervisor's perspective.
Due to restrictions made by the top management of the organization where the study took place, collecting data only before and three months after the development program was allowed for. H2: The long-term transformational leadership development program significantly increases performance ratings by leaders' supervisors three months after the first development intervention.
Organizational citizenship behavior
Research on leadership development still lacks an examination of the organizational evaluation criteria that are crucial for organizations' success in times of complex and fast changing challenges. Focusing again on transformational leadership development, Barling et al. (1996) noted that in addition to followers' affective commitment and followers' financial performance, empirical research is needed to investigate which other variables might be affected by enhanced transformational leadership. One concept that addresses a crucial success factor for organizations is Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB, Organ, 1988) , reflecting followers' "extra-role" behavior. OCB refers to the individual contributions in the workplace that go beyond job-role requirements and contractually rewarded achievements (Organ & Ryan, 1995) . Organ (1988) defined OCB as "… individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization. By discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not an enforceable requirement of the role or the job description, that is, the clearly specifiable terms of the person's employment contract with the organization; the behavior is rather a matter of personal choice, such that its omission is not generally understood as punishable" (p. 4).
Firstly, Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) differentiate between two dimensions of OCB: a) altruism (to provide help to coworkers) and b) compliance (exemplary attendance, use of work time, respect for company). Later, Organ (1988) added three more facets: c) courtesy (to prevent problems of work associates), d) sportsmanship (willingness to tolerate the inevitable inconveniences of work without complaining), and e) civic virtue (responsible involvement in the issues of organizations). These citizenship behaviors are considered to be important components of job performance as they promote the effective functioning of the organization as a whole (Organ, 1988) and are part of the spontaneous and innovative behaviors which Katz and Kahn (1966) note to be instrumental for effective organizations.
With regard to antecedences of OCB, several studies examined the impact of leadership behaviors on followers' OCB (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2004; Podsakoff et al., 1996; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) . Empirical findings support the assumption that especially transformational leadership behaviors correlate significantly with subordinates' OCB (Deluga, 1995; Felfe, 2006; Goodwin, Wofford, & Whittington, 2001; Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 2005) .
In conclusion, findings suggest that transformational leadership is positively associated with OCB in a variety of contexts. This makes sense, since visions often rely on followers' engagement beyond expectations and beyond narrowly-defined performance criteria. Thus, organizations that aim at proposing and attaining visions are interested in motivating followers for OCB. One possible means of achieving this would be to offer leadership development programs for managers. However, it remains unclear whether development of transformational leadership would be directly linked to followers' levels of OCB. Consequently, in this study, we examine OCB of subordinates as an outcome criterion of the development program. Again, due to limitations made by the top management, we were only allowed to collect data at the first three points in time. H3: The long-term transformational leadership development program significantly increases subordinates OCB, three and six months after the first development intervention.
From the perspective of Kirkpatrick's (1976) taxonomy of evaluation criteria, both hypotheses 2 and 3 were tested on the level of results (i.e., Level IV).
Method Setting and participants
The study was conducted within a German branch of an internationally operating, US American drug development corporation. About 200 employees work at the German local laboratory service. When the study was conducted, the local branch in Germany faced major challenges such as high workload, growth, and diversity as headquarters are abroad and German employees are exposed to American corporate management.
With regard to the small number of headcount, there is no department of HR development at the German branch. Consequently, leaders received few opportunities to attend managerial training prior to the present investigation. Twenty-five leaders participated in the development program conducted by the fourth author and a co-trainer. Additionally, nine upper-level managers functioned as a control group. All of the leaders were native Germans with an academic background, mostly in the pharmacological area, and were full-time corporate employees. All leaders were informed that the development program was to be evaluated.
Development intervention
The development program consists of five two-day interventions. With regard to Bass' (1990) differentiation for interventions to improve transformational leadership, the program combines group-based training aspects such as lecture, role-play, and discussion, and two methods of feedback processes. Firstly, 360-degree feedback reports were provided for the leaders of the experimental group at each of the five times of the training program. Secondly, Peer-based Team Coaching was conducted at each of the five times of the development program.
The program started with a two-day group-based Transformational Leadership Workshop for all leaders in the experimental group. This workshop was followed by four two-day follow-up sessions at intervals of three months. Thus, after twelve months a participant had passed through all five training interventions. Each of the four followup sessions focused on one of the four transformational leadership styles.
Transformational leadership workshop
The Transformational Leadership Workshop was designed to familiarize leaders with the concept of transformational leadership, and to reflect and plan the implementation of transformational leadership in the leaders' work situations (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 2005) .
Referring to the setting of Bass' Training Full Range Leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1990; , leaders were introduced to the theory of transformational leadership in a theoretical lecture. Leaders then received their individual 360-degree feedback report and were offered individual feedback by the facilitator. Being adverted to these feedback reports, leaders were instructed to create a first draft of their respective individual action plan via goal setting for the implementation of transformational leadership behavior at their specific workplace. In order to enhance the commitment to the goal, trainees were free to select which transformational leadership style they planned to work on to make improvements.
On the second day of the Transformational Leadership Workshop, leaders were arranged in groups of four or five leaders. Guided by the facilitator or the co-trainer, leaders sequentially provided individual peer-based feedback to each participant's plan and his or her individual leadership situation in Peer-based Team Coaching (PTC, see below). With regard to this feedback and to the action plan, leaders practiced implementing selected transformational leadership behaviors through role-play. Finally, the leaders were asked to prepare an improved version of their action plan.
Follow-up Sessions
The purpose of the four two-day follow-up sessions was to deepen the knowledge about the four transformational leadership styles. The follow-up sessions always started with lectures, discussions, and exercises referring to one of the transformational leadership styles (see 'presented content' in table 2). The afternoon of the first day and the morning of the second day focused on PTC. The method of PTC starts with the presentation of the individual leadership situation of one leader (protagonist). The other group members (counselors) ask questions to further understand the situation of the protagonist. In the second phase, the counselors collect their impressions, thoughts, and emotions regarding the protagonist's presentation. The protagonists may not speak or intervene but simply listen to the thoughts of the counselors, helping him/her to consider and accept different viewpoints. This phase discharges into the search for the key theme. In this phase, the counselors strive to find the key theme, an encouraging sentence, which will lead the protagonist to face actual challenges and to further develop. After the counselors have found the more abstract key theme, they collect more practical and creative advice and ideas on how the protagonist can implement the key theme at the work place. Optionally, one idea is chosen to practice via role play during the session. In the last phase, the process is reflected by the protagonist and the counselors. The aim of the follow-up sessions was to help leaders to transfer the newlylearned behaviors to their individual work settings by Peer-based Team Coaching over time. The second day ended with role-plays or exercises of the learned skills (see 'trained skills' in table 2) and with the preparation of a renewed action plan. With regard to these action plans, trainees were asked to plan actions to enhance transformational leadership behavior, which was focused on in the actual follow-up session. 
Measures and procedure
Data referring to transformational leadership behavior were collected 2 weeks before the Transformational Leadership Workshop (T1), and two weeks prior to each of the four follow-up sessions (T2-T5), each after three months respectively. Due to organizational needs, the time span between T1-T2 was 4 months, whereas the time span of all other measuring times was 3 months. Only for T1 and T2, data of control group leaders could be obtained. Collection was conducted through an Internet-based survey (Bass & Avolio, 2000; Rowold, 2004) . Leaders were asked to administer the assessment by inviting and instructing all of their subordinates. Since the training intervention scheduled a 360-degree feedback, leaders were also asked to fill out the questionnaires themselves and to also send them to their supervisor and at least 3 peers.
Data referring to followers' OCB and supervisors' performance appraisal were administered by paper-pencil-questionnaires. All questionnaires were sent to the leaders in order to hand them to their followers (followers' OCB) or supervisors (performance appraisal). Completed questionnaires were collected in sealed envelopes and returned to the author. Due to time limitations imposed by the organization, measures of OCB could only be obtained from T1-T3, performance appraisals were collected at T1 and T2. Due to restrictions set by the organization, no control group measures were possible.
Ratings of leadership
Ratings of transformational leadership were obtained using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-Form 5X, Bass & Avolio, 2000) translated by Rowold (2004) . Research has shown the MLQ-5X to be a psychometrically sound instrument in terms of measuring the construct of transformational leadership (Rowold, 2005; Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003) . In the present study, the MLQ sub-scales measured as components of transformational leadership were aggregated to one transformational score (20 items, ơ = .93). Raters rated each item on a 5-point rating scale, declaring the frequency with which a certain leadership behavior is perceived ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (frequently, if not always).
Organizational Citizenship Behavior of the followers was measured using ten items of a self-report measure by Six, Felfe, Schmook, and Knorz (2001) , based on Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie's (1997) original work. A sample item reads "Even in my free time, I am engaged with topics from work". Followers rated each item on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Reliability estimate (coefficient alpha) was ơ = .77.
Leadership performance appraisal by the supervisor was measured using translation of Conway's (1999) survey. This survey includes four dimensions relevant to task performance and context performance (extra-role performance) for managerial jobs. The four dimensions were aggregated to one performance score (37 items, ơ = .95).
Transformational scores for subordinates reporting to each manager were averaged into one overall score. Before aggregation, we ensured that interrater agreement was sufficiently high. The following indices were obtained, representing the average for all times of measurement: ICC1 = .32, ICC2 = .58, r wg = .96, AD = .58. Also, the followers' ratings of attitudes (OCB) were aggregated: ICC1 = .49, ICC2 = .75, r wg = .96, AD = .51. In accordance with the methodological literature (McGraw & Wong, 1996; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) , it was concluded that aggregation was appropriate.
Typically for longitudinal studies conducted in civilian contexts, the rate of return regarding questionnaires reduced over time due to drop-outs and reduced motivation of raters despite the efforts made. Notwithstanding methodological limitations, it was decided to integrate all data which was gathered to increase the power of the analyses.
Results
Descriptive statistics for all variables at pretest and posttests and intercorrelations of variables for the intervention group are presented in table 3. Repeated measurement analyses of variance (RM-ANOVA) between the inner subject factor 'Time' (repeated measures) and subject factor 'Group' (intervention group vs. control group) were used to test whether leaders improved after training in the dependent variables compared to leaders of the control group. Box's M Test revealed homogeneity of covariance matrices between the groups (p > .88); also, the assumption of normal distribution was not rejected by Kolmogoroff-Smirnoff-Tests at all points in time (Intervention Group: all p > .70; Control Group: all p > .71). Thus, errors due to sample size differences and especially due to the small control group could be neglected. Moreover, analyses of variance suggest that groups did not differ significantly in their means of transformational leadership ratings at pretest, F(1, 28) = 1.99, p = .17, ns. In cases when there was no data of the control group available, RM-ANOVA with inner subject factor 'Time' was used on data of the intervention group in order to detect changes in the intervention group over time. Accordingly, effects of 'Time' are reported in F-statistics. The assumption of normal distribution at all measurement points could also be proved for OCB (all p > .18), and performance appraisal (all p > .58). Due to small sample sizes, the level of significance was set to p = .10.
Also, in line with the literature on training evaluation (Hochholdinger, Rowold, & Schaper, 2008) , effect sizes (Cohen's d) were calculated as the most important measurement to detect changes over time in the trained behavior of transformational leadership (Arvey, Cole, Hazucha, & Hartanto, 1985; Yang, Sackett, & Arvey, 1996) . Generally, an effect size of d = .20 is referred to as a small effect, whereas an effect size of d = .50 is referred to as medium (Cohen, 1992; Cohen, 1988) , and a large effect size is d > .80 (Cohen, 1988; Cohen, 1992) . Effect size estimates were obtained by comparing pre-and post-intervention means (with respective pre-and postintervention standard deviations). Thus, it is also possible for negative effect sizes to appear, which would indicate a decrease of the measured indicators over time. Cohen's d was calculated using gain scores and pooled standard deviations (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2002) .
Effects on transformational leadership behavior
For the hypothesized subordinate perspective, descriptive statistics show that means of transformational leadership of the intervention group improve over time (especially from T2-T3). However, there is almost no change in transformational leadership between T1 and T2 (after 3 months). Means of the control group do not change much from T1-T2.
We first tested improvements of the experimental group compared to the control group by using RM-ANOVA. No effect (Time x Group) was obtained between pretest (T1) and posttest (T2), F(1, 26) = 0.003, p = .95, ns. Secondly, improvements over time of the intervention group in transformational leadership were tested by using RM-ANOVA with only 'Time' as inner subject factor. Significant effects were found between T1-T3, F(1, 20) = 4.21, p = .05, and T1-T5, F(1, 21) = 4.09, p = .06. Finally, effect sizes were assessed as they display the most important results in training research. With regard to the effect sizes, leaders participating in the training did not change in their transformational leadership style after the first training intervention (at T2), whereas leaders in the control group decreased their transformational leadership behavior marginally (see Table 4 ). In comparison to T1, at T3 (after 6 months), a large effect size was found, whereas at T4 and T5 medium effect sizes were obtained in the intervention group. Thus, hypothesis H1 can be accepted partially: The leadership development program had a positive effect on subordinates' perception of transformational leadership six, nine and twelve, but not three months after the intervention.
Effects on performance appraisals by supervisors
It was hypothesized that leaders increase their performance after participating in the Transformational Leadership Workshop. No control group data was available. Means of supervisors' performance appraisal indeed indicate an increase in leaders' performance rating. Results of RM-ANOVA also showed significant effects after three months (T1-T2) for supervisors' performance appraisals, F(1, 12) = 10.33, p < .01, even representing a remarkably large effect size (d = 0.85).
Thus, findings suggest that H2 can be accepted. The training intervention had a positive effect on the leaders, such that their supervisors perceived an improvement in their performance three months after leaders had participated in the training intervention.
Effects on subordinates' OCB
It was expected that subordinates would improve their OCB over time when their leaders had participated in the training intervention. Again, no data of the control group was available. RM-ANOVA showed no significant effects (Time) after three months, F(1, 17) = .01, p = .91, ns, as well as no effects after six months, F(2, 90) = .26, p = .62, ns. Thus, H3 cannot be accepted. However, the effect sizes for subordinates' OCB three months after the workshop (d = .21), and six months after the workshop (d = .30) were small but positive, indicating a positive tendency of the training intervention to influence the leaders of this study in such a way that they positively affected their subordinates' OCB (see Table 4 ). 
Discussion
The present study contributes to our understanding of effective leadership development. It goes beyond prior research in a number of ways. First, the present research effort demonstrated that despite its complexity, transformational leadership can be enhanced by means of a combination of leadership feedback, training, and peer-based coaching. This result is in line with Barling et al.'s (1996) study, which was based on leadership feedback and training. However, the present study went beyond Barling et al.'s study by extending the time frame utilized to detect changes in transformational leadership. In the present study, transformational leadership, as assessed by subordinates, improved six months after training and later on. The fact that results showed no improvements after three months suggest that the development of complex behaviors such as transformational leadership does not happen within a short time frame, but takes several months. The change in behavior takes time before it is recognized by the recipients of the leadership behavior. Additionally, beside the presented results we also calculated effect sizes for the change of perception of transformational leadership by leaders' supervisors. Findings show that it takes 9 months until an improvement is recognized by supervisors. These findings highlight the fact that long-term leadership development is in itself a complex endeavor embedded in a social network with various agents responding at different times.
An important finding of the present study is that target leaders' performance improved. This result underlines the notion that the development of transformational leadership has positive effects on a broad and conservative success criterion of leaders, as measured from supervisor's perspective.
Second, the present development program built on a combination of methods to enhance transfer, for example PTC. It may be concluded from the results of the present study that the multiple usage of PTC might result in increased transformational leadership. More specifically, significant effects could only be obtained in the wake of the first follow-up session after three months -in which PTC was the main content for the first time. In contrast to the follow-up sessions, during the Transformational Leadership Workshop PTC was only used as an additional sequence, yielding only small effect sizes. The present study found that within six months, transformational leadership can be developed with an effect size of d = 1.00. In comparison to Barling et al.'s (1996) study (d = .50), and in comparison to meta-analysis which focused on managerial trainings (Collins & Holton, 2004; d = .41) , the present development program yielded a very large effect. Thus, as a speculation, PTC is helpful in developing transformational leadership.
Third, to the authors' knowledge, the present study was the first study to test whether subordinates' OCB improves over time. Even though RM-ANOVA didn't reveal significant improvements, effect sizes indicate a positive tendency of the effect on OCB within the first months of the development intervention. This is interpreted as an interesting and important effect of the development intervention, because OCB represents an increasingly important construct for our understanding of effective organizations within times of rapid changes. A possible reason for the non-significant effects could be the difficulty of detecting changes in distal organizational criteria such as OCB -it may apparently take additional time until change of leadership behavior results in change of subordinates' behavior.
Finally, it should be mentioned that the present study represents the first systematic research effort to demonstrate the effectiveness of transformational leadership development outside the U.S. Even though the cooperating organization is a German branch of an American company, participating leaders, followers, and supervisors are German. Thus, results indicate the usefulness of transformational leadership devel-opment in the context of German recipients. However, the possible impact of the American head office's organizational culture on the German branch (major strategies, decisions, responsibility structure) should be taken into account. Future research should broaden the knowledge about whether organizational culture or a country's culture affects the applicability of transformational leadership development.
Limitations and implications for future research
There are several limitations of this study that need to be addressed. First, although the present study detected several significant effects, future studies should rely on larger sample sizes in order to have sufficient statistical power (i.e., to obtain conventional levels of significance). Moreover -also a known problem in training evaluation research -the drop-out-rate in our study is high. This might have had an important effect on our results, especially with regard to the small sample. Leaders who quit participation in the training program might have done so as a result of a lack of training motivation. Thus, the possibility that the group of remaining leaders might be distinct to the initial group of participants should be taken into consideration. For example, they could have been more motivated and interested in the topic. Even though all participants who quit in our study made clear that they did so because of time limitations due to upcoming projects, we still cannot control for the possibility that results might have been biased due to the high drop-out rate. It seems necessary for future studies to explore reasons for drop-out more elaborately (e.g., focused interviews) to control for factors that might influence the results of training outcomes.
Second, the development of supervisors' performance appraisal and followers' OCB could not be compared to a control group. Thus, the conclusion that leadership development fosters leaders' performance appraisal and shows a positive tendency to increase followers' OCB remains somewhat unclear until future studies include control groups to test the development performance appraisal and OCB. Additionally, due to practical reasons, control group data for transformational leadership could only be obtained for T1 and T2, also the group size is rather small compared to the size of the intervention group. Both limitations reduce the validity of our results. Future studies should invest in realizing a consummate pretest-posttest control group design with data of same-sized groups at all points in time.
Third, although the repeated measurement of outcome variables is a strong point of our study, we were unable to investigate effects after the complete training series had been completed. Thus, our evaluation does not capture the success of the development program after the last of the four follow-up sessions was conducted. Additionally, the outcome variables performance appraisal and OCB were not fully available at each measurement time. Because of that, results do not provide evidence of the intervention's success after nine and twelve months for OCB, and after six, nine, and twelve months for performance appraisal, respectively. Thus, results need to be interpreted limited to the point of time of the intervention's progress.
Fourth, our sample size did not allow for moderator analysis. Therefore, moderators of the effectiveness of leadership development interventions should be studied in future research. For example, Rowold (2007) showed that dimensions of career exploration predicted subsequent training performance. Also, trainee's personality, shown as a predictor of transfer motivation (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000) , could be added to an evaluation design with regard to the complex transformational leadership development. Additionally, due to organizational restrictions, we also were unable to integrate any control variables such as age, team structure or leader-follower relationship (e.g., time of the relationship, possible situations to interact etc.).
Results demonstrate that the time frame is an important issue when planning effective leadership development. Especially in the case of complex leadership skills, several months are necessary before subordinates detect changes in target leader's behavior. This idea is in line with Baldwin and colleagues' (Baldwin, Ford, & Blume, 2009 ) theoretical framework of training and transfer. Nevertheless, the exact mechanisms about how and how much time whichever kind of trained skill needs to be transferred to the workplace remain unexplored. For example, the reason for the time span to detect changes in leadership behavior could also be related to the challenge to transform changed behavior cognitions into real behavior in complex situations. It might take time to practice these behaviors so that they become an authentic part of leaders' visible actions. Moreover, especially from the supervisor's perspective, it might be difficult to detect changes in target leaders' behavior due to random contact or the simple fact that target leaders exhibit subordinate rather than leadership behavior in the dyadic relationship with their supervisor. In sum, so far a clear theoretical understanding has not been established.
Also, future research should contrast the different transfer methods such as Individual Feedback and PTC to detect systematical differences in their individual effects.
Implications for practice
Organizations aiming at a long-term, substantive leadership development should invest in long-term leadership development programs similar to the one described in this study. Since leadership, especially transformational leadership, is a complex topic and involves many facets of the leader's behaviors, any intervention should consist of more than one single-shot training or workshop. By participating in a long-term program, leaders get the chance to integrate the learned behavior in their behavioral concept.
Also, the combination of methods for leadership development is highly recommended. Just as the learning effect (transfer effect) of lectures and discussions can be greatly improved by individual feedback and coaching, additional methods such as PTC could possibly increase the intervention's success even more. Through PTC, leaders get the opportunity to be coached by their peers in regard to their individual and real leadership situations, thus applying the learned topic in the context that matters. Moreover, the benefits of the interaction effects of different methods can be used -which might even augment their summative effects.
The results of this study not only show a certain degree of statistical significance, but also the economic relevance of a long term leadership program. Since the program resulted in improved leadership behaviors, exhibited by medium to high effect sizes, practitioners could probably expect a positive return on investment (Avolio et al., 2010) though we are not able to calculate this in precise figures. However, the prospect of this economic relevance should foster the willingness of organizations to invest in this kind of complex development programs, which enable leaders to improve their leadership behavior for the benefit of their organizations (Knyphausen-Aufseß, Smukalla, & Abt, 2009 ).
